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SYMPOSIUM ON GEOGRAPHIC PROBLEMS

A. G. Doskach and K. V. Dolgopolov

In its 1948 seseion, the Gecgraphic Faculty of Moscow University under-
took the task of evolving & "cooperative theoretical development of the most
difficult geographic problems."” The session was devoted to the memory of the
Russian geographer, D. N. Anuchin. The materisl of the session was published
ir Symposium No 9, "Geographic Problems." The editors-in-chief of this
symposium were K. K. Markov and A. I Solov'yev.

The symposium contains a number of articles devoted to the history of
Russian geographic science, the history of the formation and origin of
evolutionary ideas in geography, and articles and statements dealing with
problems in contemporary geographic science.

The authors of the symposium, particularly Yu. G. Saushkin, succeeded in
showing the enormous contribution which Russian geographers made to science
and hov necessary it 1s for the Soviet people vo study and become familisr-
with their scientific heritage.

The party and government has set an unexcelled example in the correct
use of the USSR's scientific heritage in their historic decree of 20 QOctober
1948 concerning the plan for transforming nature. The session of the All-
Union Academy of Agricultural Sciences imeni Lenin (VASKhNIL) had shown how
Soviet bilologists must creatively develop Darwinism and follow the path of
I. V. Micherin and T. D. Lysenko. This sessicn provided impetus for a
discussion of the fundamental theoretical problems irn all branches of Soviet
science and to further development of theory from the standpoint of Marxism-

Leninism.
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Though the editors state that the gecgraphers of Moscow University up-
held the correct principles in working out an advanced theory for the develop-
ment of the gecgraphic medium, careful familiarization with the material of
the symposium will convince the reader that, elong with the interesting and
valuable dats, the symposium unfortunately contains many serious errors of a
methodological nature.

In the foreword to the symposium, its editors-in-chief anncunce: "In
geography, a8 in biology, two viewpoints exist: the Soviet, based upon the
process of self-development of the geographic medium, and the bourgeois, which
considers that the geographic medium develops mainly under the action of ex-
ternsl impulses, under the action of changes in the force of solar radistion.”

Further, in N. A. Solntsev's article we find an explanatioa of the
principles and sources cf the idea of self-development of the geographic
medium (the landscape) from the stendpoint of the authors of the symposium:
"In considering the pre-Dokuchayev period, the appearance toward the end of
the last century of one more idea, extremely important for our study of the
geographic landscape, namely the idea of self-development, stands ocut. Its
creator was the great Russian geobotanist Academician §. I. Korzhinckiy." And
further, "The idea of self-development, advanced by Korzhinskiy, did not win
fim support immedis ely. It has obtained universal recognition only im our
tima. However, even Dokuchayev took note of it and attempted to use it in
his soil etudies.”

S. D. Muraveyskiy also concurs: "The viewpoint which arsumes that 'the
moving forces' in the development of all natural processes on the earth may
be found cnly om the earth and seen in the self-d-velopment of these processes
1s quite legitimate." He contrasts this viewpoint with the ldeas of A. A.
Grigor'yev, vho acknowledges that the forces comnected with the development of
the solar system, primarily solar heat, may, along with the factors of ter-
restrial derivation, greatly influence the development of the geographic medium.

We may conclude the following from the authors' statements

1. Soviet landscape studies are hased on the idea of self-development of the
geographic medium advanced ty S. 1. Korzhipekily sand adopted ornly in cur times.

2. THe incorrect bourgecis representaticne of the geograrhic medium
consider that the geographic medium develops mainly under the action of the
forces of solar radiastion, while the correct Scoviet representations state that
the geographic medium "develops itself” mainly without the action of "external
impulsee,” namely, changes in the force of solar radiation.

Neither of these propositions postulated by the authors can be acknowledged
correct or competent.

The doctrine of development in its most complete and profound form was
created by Marx and Engels and then brilliantly developed by Lenin and Stalin.

S. I. Korzhinskiy had no consideration fcr this doctrine, Being a
talented and accurate observer of nature, and having contributed much to the
study of history of the development of the vegetation cf our country and the
nature of the steppes, he in several of his works stated elemental dialectical
viewpoints on the development of separate objects in nature, but this is a far
cry from the creation of ideas which would impregnate Soviet geographic
science and become, as the authors stated, an idea core for it.
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It 18 necessary to define the term "self-development." This term is some-
times used in contemporary Marxist literature to emphasize, in contrast to
metaphysical ideas on development, that the development of objects and phenome-
ns 18 not simply the result of continuous external actionms upon them, but must

/ be studied simultaneously both from the standpoint of "the natural rotion in-
herent in life" and from the interaction with the surrounding medium.

Korzhingkiy defired development and self-development in a completely dif-
ferent way. In his scientific world outlook, he wae a vitalist, & follower of
the English anti-Darwinist Betson, one of the founders and creators of the
present-day bourgeols doctrine of heredity. Korzhinskiy made development, the
evolution of the organic world, dependent upor "the fundamental internal proper-
ty of orgr.aisms, indeperdent of external conditions,” i.e., upon the unique
tendency to change which 1s eternally izherent in organisms.

TL - authors and editors do not discuss the fact that the earth is a part
of the solar system, with which it is in constant contsct and deep inter-
action. They, therefore, discuss the geographic medium as a certain autoncmous
"self-developing” system, free from the influence of "external" conditions
and not interacting with the "external mediim" of which it actually is a part.

This concept was most clearly expressed in S. D. Muraveyskiy's article.
"The developmental process of the organic world," writes S. D. Muraveyskiy,
"1s governed bty special rules which are inherent tc it alone. The existence of
a certain organism in & certain biccenc:is 1is determined not so much by its
conditions of existence at the given moment as by the fact that this existence
is a compulsory stage in the phylogenesls or ortogenesis of the form," We find
essentially the same thought in a sligatly different form on the next page:
"The intensity of natura. processes, in particular the speed of chemical and
biological reactions, depernds mainly upon the nature of the substance, its
characteristics, and only secondarily depends upun the external conditious which
change the Intensity in comparatively narrow limite."

T. D. Lysenko's statements should have prevented the authors of the
symposium from adcpting the idea of the independence of the organism or the
landscape from the exterral redium. It mus® unfortunately te acknowiedged that
the VASKhNIL session did not projerly influernce the ideac of the symposium's
authors

The authors distingulehed Soviet and tourgesis gecgraph: ty their attitude
towarda the influence of solar radiation as an externel fator upscn the de-
velopment of the gecgraphic medium. The attitude toward the role of external
and internal factors in the development of the gecgraphic medium is a very im-
portant characteristic of the methoduiogical setup of any geographical school.
However, 1t is impossible tc agree with the simtement that the gap existing
between Soviet ani tourgecic geograrhy is measured only by the difference in
their attitude toward solar radiation.

Bourgecis geography formulated its theoretical positions very clearly j
in the person of Gettner and his followers and predecesscrs--Kant, Ritter.
Chizhuv, etc. The tasis of the scientific-phiicsophical world outlook of Gettner
and his followers 1s the metaphysical seraration of matter, tilme, and svpace.
Geography, according to Gextner, is a scicnce which studies objects and phenome -
na only in their spatial connection. The necersity for studying geographic
objects simultanecusly in their development (in time’' was either directly or
indirectly negated by Gettner and his schocl. Geography, from this standpoint,
is a descriptive sclence whose fundamental objectives are countries, land-
scapes, and parts of the earth's surface "in their different structure."

: General geography consists then only of comparative regional studies, a science
- of tie earth's surfuce in its iocal variations. The problem of the geographic
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medium as a singlec developing syetem, of landscapes (regions) as natural units ' .
which are part of the medium, and of the lawe of development of the geographic _l
medium and geographic landscapes are strange ard superfluous to bourgeois "

geographic science. g& K
T
As ve see, the particular problem of the "main" or "supplementary" in- -i
fluence of solar radiatior upon the development of the geographic medium is
L3N )

not the basic problem separating Soviet and bourgeois science. The basic ,
problem 1e that from the standpoint of Soviet geographers there actually exist fr‘
(1) a geographic medium ms a contradictorily developing {in time and space) i
material system, and (2! geographic landscapes as natural parte of this de-

veloping system, while bourgeols geographerg do not recognize the concept of i
the geographic medium as a complete developinz system and do not acknowledge o ———
the gtudy of the lawe of development of the geographic medium and geographic ~
landscapes to be problema of geographic science.

i e s

The confusion of the authors ideas with regard to “ourgeois geography
was naturally expreesed in their evealuation of this geography. Thus, N. A.
Solntsev noted "a deposit of superficiality” and "confusion and scholasticism”
in foreign geography ard stated that the purpeses and taske of this science
were far from clear.

While there is no doubt that there is much confusion and scholasticism
in foreign geography, it is Just as lmpossible to reduce the entire dif-
ference between Soviet and bourgeoie gecgraphy to their different evaluation
of the influence of solar radiation snd the whole subject content of Soviet
physical geography tc Korzhinskly's vitalistic "idee of self-development” as
it 1s to note only a depceit of superficiality and unclearness of purposes
and tesks in evaluating touryecis geography.

The confusion and schelasticism of bourgeols geography is a consequence
of their idealistic methodclogy an? methods of masking perfectly clear tasks
and definite purposes. We must remember that the tasic purpose of bourgeois
geography is to explain the sccial ineguaslity of natural conditione, to
Justify imperialistic grubs ard the lavement and sxploitation of other
pecples, and to zerve a3 the basly Tor geopolitive and the repartition of the

world.

Such a literal evaluaticn of rourgeoles scrence s all the more wrong
in that it is ,;iven Iy the aurhors tn a yer:ad wher the struggle between the
forces of demccracy and rescticon ic wgEruvated in a perlod when Anglo-American
imperialiem is attempting 1< start a new war and esuablish ite world dominatjon.

It is naturel that the authers basically inzorrect concept concerning
the laws of the develcpment of the geugraphy - medium and landscapes would lead
them to limited corclusicrns when they spore Lf coumpiete utilization and trans-
formation of the landscape 1m the interest of constructing o Communist society
in our country. N. A, Solnterev intrcduccd what he thinks is a new concept,
i{.e., "the natural potent.ial of a landscape," meaning "those latent natural
possibilities which are precent in each landscape but which cannot be realized
without the aid of man."” Put the point ic not mere!y in the realization of
the latent and clear potentialities of ¢ach landscape; we must try to trans-
form nature and to change and increasr the ratural riches of the country. This
problem, cutlined bty $talin, 1s siready being solved by the Soviet people,
but it extends far beyond the confines of simply realizing the natural pos-
sibilities of a landscape; we are concerned with a tasic chenge in the prop-
erties and character of the landscape. In order to force the landscape to
develop in the direction necessary, we need a fundamental knowledge of the
laws of development of the geographic mediwn and the geographic landscape as a
part of 1t and & correct understanding of the interaction of external and in-
ternal factors in the devclopment of the landscape to be transformed.
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. There are many other incorrect principles in the other articles. Thus, " A
- for example, the suthors of the symposi.um cuasider the development of geo- :
graphic science in our country to te a single and continuous process, lacking i :
any sort of inner contraiiction and struggle and rot undergoing changes as a .i' .
result of the Great Qctoter Socialist Revolution. The articles in the symposium & ’
offer no indications ° the recent taeic struggle of progressive Russian geo- &
LN )

graphers against the attempted penetration of idealistic ideas into Russian < |
geography. Thus, A, I. Solov'yev in his article stated tkat "D. N. Anuchin was & t
far from capturirg that direction and that methodclogy of general geography !‘ : s
developed by A. Gattner irn Cermany"; actuelly, Anuchin tried to refute Gettner's ‘

idealistic principles. In his article, "The Bistorical Method in Physical ol
Geogruphy," K. K. Markov attempte to elevate the commonplace geographer Ye. e

Chizhov to the highest rank c® "Pussisn theoriste in claszification of sciences."
In evaluating the ideas of this idealist, Markov limite himself to noting that
"Chizov's principles in determining the content of geographical science have

not been upheld.”

In Yu. Brotskiy's review of Academiclan A. A. Grigor'yev's "The Progress
of Soviet Phyeical Geography for 30 Years,” we find a denial of the struggle
against the penetration of idealistic concepts into Rugsian geograrhy. Brotskiy
charges Grigor'yev with "distorting histcrical fact” because Grigor'yev openly
peoiunted out (ip his works of 1$32 - 1946) the penetration of idealistic view-
points into Russirn geogra,uy. "Analysis of geographical iiterature and the .
activity of Russian geographers in the pre-Revclutionary years," write Brotskiy
in rebuttal, "clearly prcvee that Ruseler geography has developed the theo-
retical positions advanced by V. V Dokuchayev and D. N. Anuchin." While it
i1s impoesible to underestimate the enormous importance and the guiding influence
that the ideas of Dokuchayev and Anuchin had ir develcping Russian geography,
it 1s slso impossitle to deny the fact that idealistic tendencles penetrated
the works of several important Russlan sclentists.

In considering the geographic medium in its "regioral sets" as the main
problem of geography, the authors define a gecgraphic region es a "natural-
economic set" ard proclaim the so-called "ragionail" trend in geography as &
basic trend, asrerting that thiz convept of geography i:suse from Lenin's works.,
However, 1in ascritlng < Lenin  « regional appreach <o the study of soclety,
L AULIOrS have miiukier:iood his ileas.

The authors alec ascert that Stalin hargsd gespgrorhers with the task of
studying the "intercffoots which build wp b2tween a nation and a territory,"”
when ectually Stalin rever spcke ¢t any sjevial "intereffect between a nation
and a territory,"”

Furthermers, the antbors credis 4o well-rnown geographer B P Semenov-
Tyan-Shen’skiy with the scparatio is oup s of peasents in his work
"Murayevenskaya Volost " Actually, the cred ©o Lenin. Although
Lenin wrote that Semenov-Tyan-Shan skiy's ect] z "advantagecusly distin-
guish what characterizes the individual gruuje .t 12azents,” these charac-
teristics in no way constitute u class anal) Su. b o3 work was not within
the powers of F. F. Semenov

Voveykov's well-kaown quotation cn the

2wl

One author s oon
enormous importarce of "stud ure toon o f solar heat”
leaves a strange impression. The authcer of “he article states that "it is
interesting that iuysvkev sxrounded the pr Ylem of the income ani expenditure
of solar heat without eveu attempting to discuss the heat balence, since he
apparently understocd that the Yalance of nature meant egquilitrium, and
equilibrium meant 'he btackground for development." It {s an elementary fa:t
that to study an income-expenditure beox of sclar heat 1¢ to rompile a
balance for this heat.
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Noy can we agree with the evaluation of Voyeykov's works on the geo-
graphy of populations giver in the same erticle Though Voyeykov's works
and discoveries in the field cof climatology were epochal and a rein-
carnation of the ideas cf tbe interconrection and interaction of elements
of the geographic medium, his works in the f£ield of the geography of popu-
lations contained a number of statements which cconformed entirely to the
official contemporary ifeology and are thus unsuiteble from the stand-
point of Marxist methodology. The author should not, “herefore, have
concentrated on "the correct explanaticn" by Voyeykov of "the phencmena
of economic geograpLy taken ssparately," since Voyeykov's over-all ap-
proach to the geography of populations was incorrect. The article in-
voluntarily creates the impression that Voyeykov's works oz the geography
~f populeations as a whole are correct and may be uzed today.

The reader will urdoutt=dly be left in ccnfusion by the numerous com-
mentaries of the authors on the quotaticns selected with tias frum the
N works of Acalemician A. A. Grigoriyev. These commentaries are unfaithful
. and do not in any way correepcnd tc the content or substance of Grigrr'yev's
works.

The sssertion contalped in Yu. Saushkin e articie was not motivated
by ar analysis of the prccess of development arnd is not true in sub-
stance. Saushkin stated that the middle of the 18th century weas a boundary
line in hist.ry, "the dawn of capitalism” in Russia, & time when "the
economic partition of the ccuntry wae liquidated ard a strong economic con-
nection wae ectebljished betweser the parte,” whern "the Russlan people were
finally consolidated into a naticn,” wher "the creation of a Ruselan lite-
. rary languege was completed,” etc,

Without golng into any other faults of the symposlium, we must state
in conclusion that although zymporium (s dedicared to Academician D. N.
Anuchin, he had an entirely 1ifferent concept of gecgraphy and its problems
than that ascribed to him by the autnors. Anuchin always fought idealistic
concepts in geography. Ue understocdl geogravhy mainly as a science of
the laws of develoimert of the gecgraphic medium as a whole. Tc Anuchin,
the landscape was only a par! the gecgrapnis medium as a whole, The idea
of self-development of the lands 2pe, borrowed by “he authors of the
symposium from Korrhinskiy, was not inciuded ic his urderstarding of the
landscape.

The importan' thecret:i:a. problem of formulating the fundsmental prin-
ciples of Soviet nue has teen solved Lncorrectly by the authors
of the symposium.

The authors' statement that the VASKGNIL session has not forced .hem
to chunge anything 1m the articles Te:goaks a superficial and uncritical
attitude toward the vicwpoint: ana purjoses which they advanced
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